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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. O C. 20)01 



JUL %i m\ 



MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
■ CTIAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

ASSISTANTS TO Tfff SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Increasing Competition in the Acquisition Process 



The value of competition in the acquisition process is 
one of our most widely accepted concepts. We believe that 
it- reduces the costs of needed supplies and services, improves 
contractor performance, helps to combat rising costs, increases 
the industrial base, and ensures fairness of opportunity for 
award of government contracts. Despite our beliefs and 
efforts at furthering competition, there is a serious concern 
that bur achievements are not adequate. Many i.n government 
and industry believe that we award too many contracts without 
adequate competition. 

I am therefore asking that* managers at ail levels retiew 
their efforts to obtain maximum competition for their con- 
tractual requirements. I have directed that my memorandum 
dated April 30, 1981, on "Improving the Acquisition Process"' . 
be amended to add a recommendation on competition. A copy 
of that recommendation is attached. It will receive the 
same intensive implementation and follow-up attention as the 
earH'T recommendations J 

Achievement of competition in acquisition crosses many 
functional areas: procurement, program, management?, engi-neering , 
financial management, legal, supply, maintenance, and others. 
For this reason, individuals who have responsibility for 
coordinating these disciplines must become personally involved 
to ensure that appropriate plans and procedures are followed. 

I request that each Military. Department and Defense 
Agency having procurement authority establish management 
objectives for the enhancement of competition. Please send 
your plans for this program to the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Research and Engineering within 60 days of tjie 
date of this letter. 
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Reccnimendatlon 32 
i .'THaSBgASK COMPETITION IN THE ACQUISITION PROCESS 



When 



ConpetfBSbm'4B<B basic cornerstone of the free enterprise uyBtera. 
applied tojjmzBOnanBBBt, it assures fairness, avoids favoritism, obtains lower 
prices, and«nfli&saB better performance. Failure to obtain conpetltlon for 
Covernw«nt«EnCSiKHaB:re«ult8 not only In a loss of these benefits but In a 
loss of cat£SSBm^ the integrity and quality of the acquisition process. 
Such lossea^kmsBO-wery serious effect on the ability of the DoD to acconpllsh 
its basic nttmdlHiu . 

CompetflSEStemOTin. be obtained onlv bv meticulous planning and bv the support 
of managffirat iWt iBia IpvpIr. It Involvp^ all f.mrtlonal dlaclpHnra associated 
with the aBap^taJBtahem procesa — not t^nt t hp procurpment or contr^rtlnR function, 
Special teflQnaipiBs ffur enhancing competition have been developed for different 
coimodltleB«mflm7lcea. Some require additional early funding to achieve • 
algniflcartOTiStawa In later phases. Technical ofc'deslgn competition may 
supercede fnatensnHBl derations during advanced or engineering development phases 
for nev eqaflpmKU Competition ahould be extended to the extent possible beyond 
Initial a<^BflBtfta*Bn and should include life cycle costs. 

^ecof^^^SSE-" Require the Services and Defense Agencies to establish 
management >nanifrftiuuJ« "to increase competition by setting objectives. 

Adya^^n*«&ll decrease contract costs. Improve perfonnance. avoid the 
appearance iitf -teSEltlsn, and Increase confidence In Defense procurement . 



Dtsa^aaageroi - Increases management costs and lengthens preaward lead -time. 

Actim^.Stnuulml - Direct that acquisition management activities establlah 
approprlan^m^ objectives to enhance pomp-rtltion. p ~^ CarluccI 
. <^ JUL 27 1981 

/. '.TSiflm^NMds More Development: 

. v-flf.ltaied More Information: 
iproved : 





Jul 27 3.03PH'8l 

THE U N DER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE ^ ^ ^ | V. j „ - 1 



WASHINGTON. O C. 20)0t , 

t7 JUL 1981 



RESEARCH AND 
CNCINEEWING 



KQfORANDUM TOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 0? DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Cwipecltion In Defense Procurement - ACTION MEMORANDUM 

Attached in « memorAndum to the Services and Defense Agenctes requesting 
Increased effort to enhance competition In the procurement process. 

Over the past 5 years,. the dollars of procurement placed under price 
competition have varied from a l<»» of 26 percent In FY 1978 to a high of 
30 percent In FY 1976. For the first 6 months of FY 1981. price competition 
v«8 35 percent. Moat of the real improvetnent rtflected In FY 1981 to date 
is due to petroleum. whlc\ la currently la long supply and we are able to 
obtain competitive offers for our requirements. 

\n terms of numbers «f procurement actions, 'we are placing about 40 percent 
under competition. The large bulk of these are transactions under $10,000, where 
wc can use simplified procurement procedures^ (telephonic quotes and short-form 
contracts, etc.). 

Price competition, of course, is not the only competitive category. Pro- 
curements resuUlnR from technical and dealgn competition where price Is only j 
one factor In the source selection were 10 percent in the first 6 months of 
FY 1981.-a slight increase over the comparable period in FY 1980. Most of our 
najor weapon system production contracts are the result of earlier technical 
and dealgn competition. 

Congressional committees and Individual members have frequently expressed 
concern that too many DoD procurements are not awarded competitively. We must 
perform our procurement mission efficiently, and competition, is our single 
most effective approach. Ws have initiated an effort by the Logistics Manage- 
ment Institute to identify In the commodities and services we purchase those 
where opportunity to enhance competition exists. 

The attached tnemprandum establishes competition aa your 32nd reewmiendatlon 
for acquisition Improvement and it requests the Services and Defense Agencies 
to establish managemeht objectives In this area and Initiate plans and pro- 
cedures to carry out the objectives. 

RecoMendatlon: That you sign the attached memorandum. 



Attachment 
As stated 



Prepared by: Mr. Flsher» x70895, 27 July 1981 




TWE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASMINOTON O.C. XOMI 



April 20, 1981 



MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE. JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
ASSIStANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
GENERAL COUNSEL 

ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
SUBJECT: Improving the Acquisition Process 

On 2 March 1981, I directed a 30-day assessment of 
the Defense acquisition system with the priority objectives 
of reducing cost, making the acquisition process more effi- 
cient, increasing the stability of programs, and decreasing 
the acquisition, time of military hardware. The report, 
delivered to me on 31 March 1981, provided many specific 
recommendations and posed a number of major issues for 
decision. 

I have discussed the report with the Steering Group, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Service Secretaries, and 
the Under Secretar.ies and selected Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense. Based on the report and those meetings, the 
Secretary and I have decided to make ma jor .changes both in 
the acquisition -philosophy and the acquisition process 
itself. We are convinced that we have now a historic and 
unique opportunity to significantly improve the Defense 
acquisition system. We ask for your cooperation and assist- 
ance in carrying out these decisions. 

The acquisition decisions are recorded in detail in the 
attachments to this memorandum. I would like to highlight 
here the major decisions and their' implications for DoD in 
the following paragraphs. 

DoD Acquisition Management Philosophy 

The DoD management philosophy that I described in 
my 27 March 1981 PPBS decision memorandum also applies to 
the acquisition policy and process. Through controlled 
decentralization, subordinate line executives will be held 
accountable for the execution of policy decisions and programs 
as approved. The review of the acquisition process is a good 
example of participative management where the Services and 
other DoD staffs, working together, have jointly agreed on 
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what should be done. All points of view wore considered prior 
to decision. Now that decisions are made, the Secretary and 
I expect full support of DoD staffs and the Services in 
tmpleinentation . ' * v 

I affirm the following acquisition management principles: 

i; We must improve long-range planning^ to enhance 
acquisition program stability. 

2. Both OSD and the Services must delegate more 
responsibility, authority and accountability for programs; 
in particular, the Service program manager should have the 
responsibility, authority and resources adequate to execute 
efficiently the program for which he is responsible. 

. 3. We must examine evolutionary, alternatives which 
use a lower riek approach to technology than solutions at 
the frontier of technology. 

4. We must achieve more economic rates of production. 

5. We must realistically cost/ budget, and fully 
fund in the FYDP and Extended Planning Annex, procurement, 
logistics and manpower for major acquisition programs. 

6. Readiness and sustainability of deployed weapons 
are primary objectives and must be considered from the start 
of weapon system programs. 

7. A strong industrial base is necessary for a strong 
• defense, the- proper arms-length relationships with industry 

should not be '.interpreted by DoD or industry as adversarial. 

DoD-OMB and Congress 

Many of the decisions announced in this memorandum 
can be implemented within DoD's legislative authority. Some 
decisions need to be coordinated with 0MB. A number of 
recommendations will need Congressional action before final 
Implementation can take place In those l«"er cases, we 
will %*ork closely with appropriate Congressional committees 
and their staffs to explain and justify our recommendations 
for changes to legislative requirements. 

DoD-Industry Relationship 

While DoD should be tough in contract negotiations 
as part of the buyer-Seller relationship, this does not 
mean that'^relationships between management and industry 
sSoCld necessarily be adversarial. Industry government 
have a shared responsibility and must aasum©- a new spirit of 
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cooperation. A healthy, innovative, and competitive 
industrial capability is a primary national objective. 
I direct all top DoD inanagement, in OSD, in JCS, and in 
the Services, to ensure this is understood at all levels. 

Economies, Efficiencies and Savings 

A primary objective in streamlining the DoD acqui- 
sition process. is reducing costs. All DoD staffs and 
Service managers should keep this uppermost an their minds. 
We all must be more aggressive and imaginative in looking 
for ways t'o save_money throughout all phases of the acquisi- 
tion process. I look to each of you to use your enhanced 
authority to bring about- major savings and improved methods 
of operation. 

Decisions to Improve Acquisition Policy and Process 

The Secretary and I are determined to reduce substan- 
tially cost overruns, deploy adequate quantities of needed 
systems that are operationally effeotive and ready, and do 
this in the shortest possible time. We are convinced that 
the actions directed in the attachment will significantly 
contribute to achieving these objective's. The major deci- 
sions for improvement can be summarized in four categories: 

Reduce Acquisition Cost 

o Increase program stability by fully funding RfcD 
and procurement at levels sufficient to ensure efficient 
cost, supportability and schedule performance, and minimizing 
changes to the approved pi^pgram. 

o Implement multi-year procurement to improve production 
processes, increase economy-of- scale lot buying, decrease 
financial borrowing costs and reduce administrative burden 
in contracting. 

Li 

o Reduce administrative costs by simplifying proce- 
dures, seeking relief from costly legislative requirements 
and reducing the number of DoD regulations and directives. 

o Encourage capital investment to increase productivity 
in the defense industry by improved contracting, more reason- 
Able risk sharing, and increased incentives. 

o Promote Services use of economic production ra.tes 
.to reduce unit costs and decrease acquisition time. 

o Require Services to budget to most likely cost to 
reduce cost overruns and provide stability. 



Shorten Acquis! tltyPr Time 

.y 

o Implement Preplanned Product Improvement to reduce 
unit costs and decrease acquisition time. 

• o Provide adequate "front end" funding for teat hardware. 
Improve Weapons Support and Readiness 

o ' stress acquisition strategies that provide incentives 
to contractors to attain reliability and maintainability goals. 

o Establish readiness objectives early in development 
programs 4 

Improve the PS ARC Process . • ' 

\ 

o Move toward controlled decentralization of the acquisi- 
tion process to the Services. 

o Reduce the data and briefings required by the Services 
and other DOD staffs. 

• o . Tie the acquisition process more closely to the PPBS. 
Implementation of the Decisions 

Implementation of the decisions announced in this 
memorandum is as important as the decisions themselves. Many 
^decisions, even those within DoD's a^t!horityr will take time 
to implement fully. A large number of DoD managers will have 
to take part on a worldwide basis. 

I assign overall responsibility to the Under Secretary 
of Defense for- Research, Engineering And Acquisition for moni- 
toring and follow-up of all decisions in this report. I expect 
him to establish an appropriate implementing and reporting 
system. The first report will be submitted to me by^the end 
of May and every month thereafter until further notice. 

Both the' Secretary and I appreciate -the work y^ and your 
staffs heve provided during this assessment. 
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Recommendation 1 



MANAGEMENT PRINCIPLES 

The steering Group ]fecommends that the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense reaffirm the following major acquisition management 

principles: 

1. An improved statemtent of long-range Defense policy, 
strategy and resour.ces will be provided, to the Services in order 
to establish a framework for military objectives, goals, and 
mission planning to enhance program stability. 

2. Responsibility, authority and accountability for programs 
should be at .the lowest levels of the organization at which a 
total view of the program rests. 

, * 

3. Service PJrogram Managers should have the responsibility, 
authority, resources, and guidelines (goals and thresholds) 
adequate to efficiently execute the program. This should 
include. the system specific acquisition strategy for attainment 
of the required operational and readiness capability, and appro- 
priate flexibility to tailor the acquisition strategy to estimates 
of the development priorities and risks. ' 

4. Evolutionary alternatives which use a lower risk approach 
to technology must be examined when new programs are proposed.. 
Solutions at the frontiers of technology must provide an alternative 
which. offers an evolutionary approach. Pre-planned tjroduct Improve- 
ment (P^I) shox^ld become an .integral part of the* Acquisition Strategy. 

5. Achievement of economic rates of production is a fundamental 
goal of the acquisition process. * 

6. The Services should plan to realistically budget and fully 
fund in the FYOP and. Extended Planning Annex (EPA) the R6D, procure- 
ment, logistics and. manpower costs at the J^evels necessary to protect^ 
the acquiBUtion schedule established at program approval points, and 
to achieve acceptable readiness levels. 

7. Improved readiness is a primary objective of the acquisition 
process of comparable impoittance to reduced unit cost or reduced 
acquisition time. Resources to achieve readiness will receive the 
same emphasis as those required to achieve schedule or performance 
objectives. Include from the start of weapon system programs 
designed-in reliability, maintainability and support. '. 

8. The proper "arms- length" buyer-seller relationship should 
not be interpreted by government or industry as adversarial. ' The 
DoD' should be tough in contract negotiations. But weApons acqui- 
sition should be managed on a participating basis using industry 
as a full constructive team member. A strong industrial base is 
necessary for a strong defense. 

Approved i /tC^.^^ 

Idea Needs More Development: *' 
I Need More. Information: >- 

Disapproved : 



Recommendation 2 ^ 
• PREPLANNED PRODUCT IMPROVgMEWT 



A revolutionary syBtem development approach which uses new 
and untried technology to meet a military threat can offer 
dramatic potential payoffs, but frequently ends up with large 
cost increases and schedule Slippages. . 

An evolutionary approach offers an alternative which minimizes _ 
technological risk,, and consciously inserts advanced technology 
through planned upgrades of thos.e. deployed sxibsystems which offer 
the greatest benefits. In this manner the lead, time to field 
tectmological advances can be shortened while an aggressive 
scheduling of fielded performance improvements can be expected 
during the service life of the systems. This concept is called 
Preplanned Product Improvement {P3i) , and is commonly used in 
cdnonercial industry. ' ^ 

Recommendation - iMost new and existing systems should be 
partitioned, for perfofmsnce growth through the application of 
sequential upgrades to Icey subsystems ix) order to reduce development , 
risk, and take best advantage of technological advance. . '\ 

Advantages - Can reduce acquisition time, reduce develop- 
ment risk and cost, and enhance fielded performance through the 
deployment of upgrades. A revolutionary approach can always be. 
adopted when the demands of the threat or other compelling 
military needs require such an approach. 

* • Disadvantages - The performance needed to meet a critical 
threat may dictate the use b£ distant technology but the factors 
involved in such a decision are seldom incisive. Therefore, the 
choice between alternatives is not likely to be absolutely clear. 

Action Required ; ■ 

- USDRE, working with. the Services, develop within 30- 
days a plan for implementing Preplanned Prodiict Improvement including 
definitions and criteria far application. 

- USDRE request the Services, to evaluate ongoing programs 
to determine potential for payoff from the application ot preplanned 
product improvement, and to present results at the next DSARC. 

- tisDRE assure Services have fixed the responsibility for 
review of opportunities' for product improvement after any system 
reaches the field, and to develop a product improvement plan. 



Approved: 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: 




Reconunendation 3 



MULTIYEAR PROCUREMENT 

Recommendation ; Encourage extensive use of multiyear 
procurement based upon a case-by-case benef it/ris)c analysis. 

Adyantaqes ; Multiyear procurement could result in average 
dollar savings of 10 to 20% in unit procurement cost through 
improved economies and efficiencies in production processes* 
economy-of-9cale lot buying, decreased financial borrowing 
costs, better utilization of industrial facilities, and a reduccion 
in the administrative burden in the placement and aclministration 
of contracts. in addition, the s tima la te3 investment in production 
equipment will result in lower-defect, higher quality products. 
The market stability will also enhance the continuity of subccn- 
tractor supply lines and thereby decrease acquisition time. Surge 
capability will also be improved. ,^ 

. Djgadvantaqes ;» This funding technique fences in money and ' , 
commits future Congresses. If used to excess, it would significantly 
reduce the flexibility of the Secretary of Defense to respond to V 
unforeseen changes in the external threat. If a multiyear procure- » 
ment was used to lock in a border line program, costs would, be \ 
increased if the program was cancelled. In order to avoid these 
.potential disadvantages, the following criteria are recommended 
as general guidelines to screen potential multiyear candidates: 
(1) significant benefit to the Government; (2) . stability of 
requirements, *conf iguration, and funding; and (3) degree of 
ccnfidenc^in cost estiVnates and contractor capabilities. 

Action Required : 

a. Gerieral Counsel, must respond in writing 6o Congressman < 
Daniel's Bill HA 745. , . 

b tlSDRE and AS D (Comptroller • should brief Appropriation and 
Armed Services Congressional ComBr.i ttees on recommended multiyear 
procurement procedures and concepts. 

c. USDRE should prepare special policy memorandum to the 
Military Departments for SecD^f signature defining procedures and 
request! rq identification of potential FY 83 multiyear procurement 
Candida -"iti.* 

d- USDRE and ASD (Comptroller) should modify DoD Directive 
7200.4 and the Defense Acquisition Regulation (DAR) and should 
interface with 0MB to modify Directive A-11 as required. 

e SecDef will present FY 8"3 President's Budget, containing 
• multiyear candidates. 

* Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 

^ 1 Need More Information: 

Disapproved: 



Recommendation 4 • • 
INCREASE PROGRAM STABILITY IN THE ACQUISITION PROCESS 

Program instability is inherently costly in both time and 
monay. The 47 major programs covered by the December 31, l^^O- 
Selected Acquisition Reports (SARs)' reflected total cost growth 
of 129 percent over the Milestone II estimates. Reasons for 
qrowth are economic or inflation (27 perceYit) , quantity changes 
(26- percent) , estimating changes (18 percent), schedule changes 
(13 percent), support changes (7 percent), engineennq changes 
(5 percent), and other changes (2 per.cent),. Forty one^(41) 
percent of all cost growth. is due to quantity and schedule changes. 

Of the 47 programs, 19 "have had quantity increases, 26 
quantity decreases, and 8 are unchanged. Schedule changes have 
resulted in reduced costs on 4 programs and increased costs on 
41 The most common cause for these changes is financial. The 
budqet levels and relative priorities of competing programs force 
touqh decisions to terminate programs, reduce the number of weap- 
ons, stretch the development program, delay. planned production or 
stretch the planned buy. 

Rec ommendation ; SecDef, OSD and Services should fully fund • 
the R6D and procurement of major systems at levels necessary to 
protect the acquisition schedule established at the time the pro- 
gram is baselined, currently Milestone II. ^imit stretch-outs 
due to funding constraints (except when mandated by the Secretary 
orConqress) . Es^ablish procedures which will phase the 
scheduling of sequential milestones so that manpower pea)cs and 
• valleys" can be minimized consistent with balancing -the risks.- in 
•general, only changes which are directed by changed requirements , 
or development problems should be made. 

Advantages: Reduces costs and saves time'by stabilizing 
scned ules, quant ities , and production rates. Will enhance the 
atiility to plan force modernizations. 

Disadvantages ; Budget flexibility will be reduced. 

Action Required t SecDef directs that during program and 
budget reviews by OSD (DRB) the Service Secretaries "'"^t expiain 
and justify differences between program baselines ^s*^*"^^^®^, 
Sueatone II and the quantity and funding in the program or budget 
under review. 

ASD(C) and ASD(PAfiE) include above direction in FY-83 POM 
and Budget Guidance. * 

^ Approved : 

' Idea Needs More Development: 

1 Need More Information: 

Disapproved: ^ 
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Recommendation 5 



ENCOURAGE CAPITAL- INVESTMENT TO ENHANCE PRODUCTIVITY 

Productivity in the defense sector of th.e U.S. economy has 
been l^ti'jlng, in large part because of low levels of capital 
invectinent compared to U.S. manufacturing in general. Cash flow 
problems, tax policy, high' interest rates, and How return on 
investment (ROD tend to limit available investment capital. The 
industrry views low profits and program instability as precluding 
investment in capital equipment. This situation has two major 
implications: a tendency to shift from defense to commercial 
business, and a decrease in funds available for f acilitization . 

Recommendation ; Encourage ^capital investment. 

Advantages ; Will increase long-term investments which should 
lead to lower unit costs of weapons systems. Increase productivity. 

Disadvantages ; Earlier Government disbursements. Some 
reduction in tax revenues. 

Action ft'equired i USDRE should have the prime responsibility* 
to implement the following actions working closely with General 
Counsel, Legislative Affairs, and the Service Material Commands. 

a. General Counsel should support legislative initiatives 
to permit more rapid capital equipment depreciation and to 
recognize replacement depreciation costs by amending or repealing 
Cost Accounting Standard (CAS) 409, "Depreciation of Tangible 
Assets." . 

b. Structure contracts to permit companies to share in cost 
reductions resulting- from -productivity investments. Modify the 
Defense Acquisition Regulation (DAR) profit formula. Allow for 
award fees inversely proportional to maintainability costs, 

c. Increase use an^ frequency of milestone billings" and 
advanced funding. Expedite paying cycle. 

d. Provide for negotiation of profit levels commensurate 
with risk ^nd contractor investment; ensure that recent profit 
pc\icy changes are implemented at all levels. 

e. instruct the Services of the need to grant equitable 
Economic Price Adjustment (EPA) clauses in all appropriate 
procurements. Contract price adjustments made in accordance 
with EPA provisions should recognize the impact of inflation on 
profits. Ensure that these clauses are extended to subcontractors, 

f. increase emphasis on Manufacturing Technology Programs. 

g. Provide a consistent policy which will promote innovation 
by giving contractors all the economic and comnercial incentives 
of the patent system. Provide policies to protect proprietary 
rights and data. • - 

h. General Counsel should work to repeal the Vinaon- 
Trammell Act. 



Approved: 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: 
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P.pcoinmendat ion fi 
BUDGET TO MOST I .l KElY COSTS 

Intentionally low initial cost ostimates are a prime contri- 
bution to aoparent cost growth. Program costs are sometimes pur- 
posely understated either because DoD.is forcing a P^^^^"";. 
available funding rather than the funding it takes to do the 30b, 
or because the contractors are purposely lowering their cost esti- 
mates in order to win a contract with hopes of - 
follow-on contracts. Either practice is referred to as ^'^Y^"^^^* 
When the actual costs become apparent, DoD s^^'^'^^ly . "3;^^*=^^®^ 
for cost overruns and there are insufficient funds 
procure at economic production rates. Also, the 

cost does not include future engineering changes or post-contract 
award negotiations which can drive costs higher. 

Recommendation : Require the Services to budget to "J^^^t likely 
or ex pected costs, including predictable cost increases due to risk. 
Provide incentives for acquisition -of ficcrs and industry to make 
and use realistic cost estimates. 

Adva ntages : Less cost growth. More realistic long-term de- 
fense acquisition budget. increased program stability. 

Disadvantages: Difficulty in determining if a contractor is 
provi ding reaiilti c estimates. 'Political difficulty in ejecting 
EISs tha? project prices lower than costs. Difficult to budget 
funding greater than publicly-known contractual funding. 

Action Required : ASD(C) require the Services to budget to most 
likei ? or exp^gted c oats including" predictable cost ^""^^^^^^^^^^^ 
risk instead of the contractually agreed-upon cost. USDRE ^rrd the 
Services provide incentives for acquisition officers and <=<'ntractors 
to accura?e?y project costs, including financial incentives and per- 
for^iance evaluation , considerations to DoD personnel, and profit in- 
centlves to industry to reduce costs. 

Approved t 

Idea Needs More Development: 

I Need More information: 

» Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 7 



ECONOMIC PRODUCTION RATES 

The cost and time needed to put a weapon system Into the 
field can bo reduced by establishing and sustaining economic 
rates of production (i.e.. the rate at which unit cost ffoesn't ' 
decrease significantly with further rate increases). Tight . 
budgets and strong competition between program? have forced 
many programs to accept ^funding levels in the budget which will 
not sustain an economic 'rate of production. 

A commitment to oconomic production rates cannot rule out 
sound arguments for lower (or hlqhcr) rates. For rx^mple. the 
Services may wish to stretch a proqram over a number of y*?nrs 
In oVder to preserve a warm production base to permit rapid 
mobilization to meet a crisis or war. However, this requires 
stockpiling of materials, parts and subsystems to bo effective. 

Rggommendation ; Services must use economic production 
rates in their program and budget requests., or explain and be 
prepared to defend the reason why a different rate was selected. 

Advantages ; Save time and reduce cost of acquiring new 
.systems. 

Disadvarrtaaesj Will buy out the total system faster 
(shorter production run for a given quantity) with peak funding 
competing with other systems, possible workload fluctuations in 
certain industries with occasional dead time and possible erosion 
of the industrial base. Can increase cost of correcting support 
problems. 

Action Required ! Secretary of Defense establish policy , 
requiring Services to fund programs at economic rates or justify 
any differences during budget reviews by OSD and the DRB. USDRE 
and ASD(C) Include this requirement in the FY 83 program and 
budget guidance. 

. Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 

I Need More Imf ormation t _. 

Disapproved: — 



•r. 



7 



Recommendation 6 



ASSURE APPROPRIATE CONTRACT TYPE 



Industry has repeatedly^ over a long' period, expressed serious 
concerns about the recurring use of the wrong type of contract. In 
particular, fixed price contracts are frequently employed for 
RDTiE and early productioh, which have legitimate cost uncertain- 
ties. This leads to a high risk situation for the contractors and 
to cost overruns for DoD. Current DoD policies and regu-lations 
give guidance as to the use of appropriate contract typffs; however, 
this guidance is not being followed in the field. 

Recommendation ; Give tho Pronrnm Manaqers the rosponn Ibll i ty 
to tailor contract types to balance program needs and cont savings 
with realistic assessment of an acceptable balancC^hf contractor 
and governiT^ent risk. Recommendation 1/Manaqement Principle ^ 
states that the Program Managers be given the authority to deter- 
mine the specific acquisition strategy. 



ft^vantaoes t 



Precludes a company from being forced to assume 
cost risk beyond their financial ability. 

May increase competition if contractor risks 

are recognized. * 

.» 

Gives the Program Managers more flexibility to 
accommodate program needs. 

bisadvantaQes t Government assumes more cost risk. 

A qtion Required ! USDRE establish an OSD, Service. Industry 
working group to develop an implementation plan to ensure that 
appropriate contract types are used. USDRE and the Service 
Secretaries ensure that Program Managers have the responsibility 
for determining the appropriate contract type. USDRE should . 
ensure that the regulations are clear on this point. 



Approved ; 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: s 
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Recommendation 9 



IMPROVE SYSTEM SUPPORT AND READINESS . 

As a result of recurring problems with'weapons system support, 
the recent revision of acquisition policies includes a majoj em- 
phasis on support issue's, including reliability, maintenance, 
spares, test equipment, and maintenance manpower. These recent 
policies are generally sound, are not directly influenced by the 
major acquisition process options presently under consideration 
and can be undertaken under any option. 

To be effective the policies require Secretary of Defense 
commitment. The need for this specific commitment results from 
the competition among the conflicting 'objectives of high perform- 
ance, lower cost, shorter schedules, better reliability and, 
maintenance, arm support. 

R ecommendatio n ; Establish readiness objectives for each 
development program to include estimates of the readiness level 
to b^ achieved at early fielding and at maturity. implement 
acquisition policy establishing "deslgned-in" reliability and 
readiness capabilities. The .implementation must emphasize the 
objectives of shortening the overall time to dq,liver equipment to 
the troops which meet mission and readiness needs ; the need foc 
improved estimates of the R&D and support resources required: and 
additionally, ask tl^at some force elements (s) be targeted for a 
major improvement in diesigned- in ^support capability to be less 
dependent on a support tail. 

Advantages I Clarifies that improvement in readiness is a 
major objective of the Administration, and that implementation 
must take place. 

Disadvantages ; Will require additional technical effort and 
resources early in acquisition programs. 

A ction Required L. MRAiL drrfft SecDef policy letter to be 
issued within thirty days, reafh.rminq weapons support policy and 
objectives, and tasking the Services to develop implementing 
guidelines, including procedures* for addressing support early in 
acquisition programs. 

Approved: 

Idea Needs htore Development: 

I Need More Information: * 

* Disapproved; 

• 



Hecoiranendation 10 * 

'\ . ■ - . . 

REDUCE THE ADMINISTRATIVE COST AND TIME TO PROCURE ITEMS 

In 1974 ► less stringent requirements were established for 
DOD Contract procedures associated with purchases under $10,000. 
The purpose was to reduce both' the time and paperwork coats to 
a level commensurate with the value of the item being purchased. 
Over the years the tendency of a bureaucracy to take precautions 
has , expanded the paperwork associated with a procurement, and 
inflation has reduced the purchasing power of the dollar until 
the $10,000 item of 1974 would' cost almost twice that much to 
purchase today. 

A similar inequity exists in the administrative procedures 
governing contract fundinq execution. Department of Defense and 
Service procedures place numerous administrative requirements on 
the obligation of funds. They provide unnecessarily cumberaotne 
safeguards for the public interest, to a certain extent thereby, 
thwarting that int<J|pst, There is also a general tendency to 
apply the most buroensome procedures, even if administrative 
shortcuts' are allowed. The DoD is piotivating its contract and 
fund administrators to avoid the least possibility of criticism 
rather than to use economic procedures. 

a« Recommendation : Raise the $10K limit for purchase order 
contract use to ^2Sk to accommodate inflation and reduce unneces- 
sary paperwork and review. Letter is enroute from Joint Logistic 
Commanders to OEPSEC^F recommending change. Proposal is cur- 
rently in staffing at 0MB for inclusion in the Uniform Procure- 
ment System (UPS) and as a legislative initiative. 

Action Required '^ DEPSECDEF recommend that 0MB (OFPP) • 
initiate changS to iO USC 2304. 

b. Reco mmendation ; Raise threshold for contractor costing 
data inpul from $10dK to $5t)0K to accommodate inflation and 
reflect current auditing procedures. (Paperwork load if a^ch 
that only data for contracts over $500K is actually audited 
toflay. ) 

Action Required I DEPSECDEF recommend that OMB (OFPP) 
initiate legislative change to UbC 2306. 

c. Reco mmendation t Raise threshold for Service Secretary 
review of Contract Determination and Findings (D4F) for RDTtE 
from $100,000 to $1 million. Current level was set in mid- 
1960s. Higher level would still cover 90 + % of .expenditures 
(dollars). Higher limit supported by JLC. 
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Action Requirpd; DepSecDcf reconOTcndation to OMB (OFPP) for 
■ approval; sutssequent chanqe to Defense Acquisition Regulations (DAR) . 

d. Recommendation ; Encourage greater use of class (DlFs) which 
'allows one OfcF to cover multiple contracts. Reduces total volume 

of contracts, which must be reviewed, thus speeding up processing 
time. 

Action Reqt:ired : USDRiE prepare policy statement encouraging 
greater use ot class- D&Fs . • ^ , 

e. - Re commendation! Raise reprogramming thresholds from S2M 

to SIOM for RDT&E appropriations and from S5M to S25M for procurement. 
•Thresholds were set 10 years ago with no inflation accommodation. 
Greatly reduces Service flexibility to answer program. 

Action Required ; Rennw SecDof /nnpSecDef efforts to obtain 
Congressional Committee approval (HASC, SASC, MAC, SAC). 

Advant ages (all above recommendations) : Provides immediate re- 
lief from unnecessary paperwork burden. Reduces administrative 
lead time, which will result in reductions in in-house and industry^ 
overhead cost. Supports a far more efficient Rovernmont cash flow 
. management. 

Disadvantages ; Less opportunities for legal reviews. 

' f. Recommendation ! Eliminate the need for non-Secretarial level 
DiFs for competitive negotiated contract awards. 

Advan tages-. Reduced paperwork and administrative lead times. ^ 
in conjunction with recommendation C above, to increase DiF thresholds, 
the D4F requirement would be considerably reduced. 

Disadvantages : Many smaller procurement actions would not be 
reviewed above program office level. 

Action Required ! SecDef submit recommended legislation to 
rev lew pub lie law . ~ ^ 

•q. Over all Action I USORiE prepare implementation plan 
aulred SecDef letters within 60 days. Tie cost thresholds to inflation 

Approved : _/LZr 

Idea Needs More Development: 

I Need More Information: 

Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 11 

INCORPORATE THE USE OF BUDGETED FUNDS 
FOR TECHNOLOGICAL RISK 



Material development and early pn&ductlon programs are sub^oct 
to uncertainties. Pro<?ram managers /o explicitly request funds to 
address these uncertainties usually /find these funds deleted 
either in the-DoD PPBS process, by y&MB, or by Congress. Then when 

such uncertainties occur, undesiraMle funding -adjustments are re- 

quired .or the program must be delajed until the fonnal funding process 
Can respond with additional dollars. 

The Army has initiated, and Congress has accepted, a Total Risk 
Assessing Cost Estimate (TRACE) to^ explicit ly address program un- 
certainties in the development of RDTtE budget estimates. The Army 
Is studying the apRUcation of this concept to early production cost 
estimates. The other Services lack a similar concept to juatify 
reserve funds for dealing with developmental uncertainties. 

Recommendation; Increase DoD efforts to quantify risk and 
expand the use oi budgeted funds to deal with uncertainty. En- 
courage all services to use such budgeting where appropriate. 

Advantages: Cost estimates will be more realistic over time. 
Programs will be more fully funded and. overall programs will be 
more stable. 

Disadvantages t Can encourage a more mostly treatment of . 
probl ems that might be solved In other ways (self-fulfilling prophecy) 
Higher initial program estimates would result in fewer programs 
within a stated total obligation authority. " 

Action Re quired ; SecDef emphasize the requirement to eval- 
uate quantify and p lan for risk. USDRE direct all Services to 
budg;t^^unds for risk. in particular, each Service b»JO"1^ '"^J^^^ 
the TRACE concept and either adopt it or propose an alternative 
for their use' to USDRE within 60 days. * 

Approved : 

Idea Needs More Deve lopment ! 
IVNeed More Information: ^_ 
D» approved: 
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Recommendation 12 

i 

PROVIDE ADEQUATr FRONT END PPMniNG FOR '^ES'^ !^^?n''T^RK 



Weapon system development procjrams often have too few test 
acticles to allow parallel tests for performance, reliability,^ 
etc., and in order to shorten develofjment time without substantially 
increasing risks. Procurement of too few test articles forces a 
sequential approach whereby the available test articles are 
dedicated exclusively to development test i no . Consequently, 
operational and o'ther testinq cannot* be accomplished concurrently 
(within acceptable levels of risk) to save time. 

In addition to desiqninq for the major performance objectives, 
incrt^ascd emphasis -should be placed on desiqninq for reliability 
by providinn adequate dcsiqn marqins, while qivim full considera- 
tion to adequate tcstinq, fault isolation and maintainability. 
Adequate tost hardware should be provided in the proqram to permit 
early combined environmental tests of- the subsystems and subsequent 
system tests, to allow iteration of the desiqn usinq the test-fix 
test process to achieve early dos-iqn maturity. 

Recommendation ; Provido* sufficient test hardware to meet 
the subsystem, system and software onqineers' needs to properly 
cnqincer and test development of the end item hardware using 
parallel testing Jto reduce overall schedule time. The number 
of test articles must be. defined and explained during preparation 
of Service programs and budgets. 

Advantages ! Saves time in the total acquisition process by 
emphasizing reliability up front and eliminating lengthy and 
costly problem identification and correction effort; also allows 
realistic concurrent development and operational testing. 

Disadvantages : Requires increased front end funding. 

Action Required ; USDRE ensure that the acquisition strategy 
identify plana for and funding required to acquire adequate sub- 
system and system test hardware to reduce overall schedule time 
and risks. 

Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: 
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. Recommendation 13 . 
GOVERNMEWTAL LEGISLATION RELATED TO ACQPISITION 



over the past decade, the acquiaibion process has become 
overburdened with governmental legislation and requirements. 
Individually » these regulations have worthwhile objectives? 
collectively r they impose a costly and burdensome requirement on 
industry and the acquisition process. 

Recoiffltendation ! Seek DoD .relief from the more burdensome 
requirements of governmental regulations. 

Advantages i Less cost to contractors in doing business 
with the Government. Reduce program costs. Simpler contracting 
procedures. Faster contract awards. 

Disadvantages : Reduced benefits which are considered impor 
tant national goals. Request for relief will certainly spark 
debates with the various interested groups. 

Action Required ; USDRtE establish joint OS D.- and Service 
team to weigh the impact of the various governmental require- 
.ments and .regulations on the. efficiency and effectiveness of the 
total, DoD acquisition and contracting process. Industry and omb 
should participate to the maximum extent possible A report 
shbuld be prepared for the DepSecDef within 45 days. 



Approved : 
Idea Neieds More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 14 

^ — REDUCE THE NUMBER OF POD DIRECTIVES 

' * 

The current acquisitioh directive refers to 114 (up from^ 
15 in 1971 and 26" in 1977) related directives and instructions. 
The Services emulate these directives in implementation with their 
own implementing instructions. There is rarely a challenge to 
these weU-intentioned directions, nor is there a cost-benefit 
check perfon^ed. Program manager and industry initiatives are 
often stilted by ov^rregulation. With each new directive addi- 
tional paperwork, manhours and other direct costs ^re expended 
in compliance. Congressional, ^AO, industry, OSD, and OFPP 
studies have indicated that contractoally imposed management 
systems and data requirements cost A cents out of ^vey 
contract dollar. With defense contracting approaching' 5 100 
billion a year, it means that these management-imposed require- 
ments, cost approximately $B billion per year. A 20* improve*- 
ment would save $116 million per year. 

Recommend ation : Reduce the number of directives. 
that the Defense Acquisition Executive be the sole issuer of DoD 
directives related to acquisition. This would not mean that DAE 
would draft all such documents , only that DAE would have fma-l 
review and releasing authority. 

Advantages: Coordinates requirements and reduces the_ issuance 
of superfluous directives. Will reduce program costs to the 
extent that directives require fd^orts, data, documentation. 

Disadvan tages : Adds an additional layer to the process of 
issui ng or revilin g a directive. Places the DAE in <=o'^trol of 
directives for areas of acquisition for which he may have little 
expertise. 

Action Required : USDPX establish a joint. OSD, Service In- 
duBtrv team to provide recommendations within 90 days to sub- 
stantlaUy reduce the number of directive., and the documentation 
required in contracts. 

Approved : 

Idea Needs More Developm-nt : 

I Meed' More information: 

Disapproved: ^ 
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Recommendation 15 
FUNDING FLEXIBILITY 

Trogram- continuity requires that we budget for Drocurement 
funds more than a year in advance of the actual transition d^te 
of major acquisition programs from R6D to procurement. Since 
most development .program schedules are success ori^ented. some- 
times the procurement transition date arrives and the system ^ 
is not ready to buy. Because procurement funds have been 
budgeted, there is considerable pressure to proceed with pro-, 
duction rather than accept program delay. If the Secretary 
(and/or. Military Departments) had the authority to transfer ^ 
these procurement funds to R5D to correct deficiencies without 
the prior approval of 0MB and Congress, it could significantly 
decrease the . time- involved in resolving program problems. 
Section 714 of P.L. 96-527 CDoD Appropriation Act) provides a 
general authority for Transfers, not to exceed $750 million 
between DoD appropriations. Its use requires a determination 
by SecDcf that such' action is in the National Interest and 
must have prior approval by 0MB. Our current reprogr.ammmg 
arranffements with the Congressional Oversight Committee pro- 
vide that any such transfer is of "special. interest of the 
Congress" ^ind- requires their prl-r apprdvai in "^f^;' 
ing the independent us* of transfer authority by the Department 

The proposal would require the support of the Oversight 
Committees and 0MB. Ideally, such approval should be mcl^Jed 
^fn the, general proviSL>ns of. the Appropriations Act as a sub- 
sVctitfn of 734. We will have towork closely with Congress to 
eitiure that this authority would apply only to the movement of 



ensure tna^ tni.» aumwi ^ i./ «rr*/ / . 

fufS? programmed for an individual weapon system, and would 
not be used to transfer funds between programs . 

Recommendation ; Obtain legislative authority to transfer 
individual weapon system Procurement funds to RDT5E. 

Advan tages : Provides DoD with more flexibility to resolve 
— . veapon- system funding deficiencies. 

Avoids program delays associated with OMB/ 
Congressional review^ and approval of funding 
adjustments. * J. 

Maintains program stability by enabling pro- 
giam manager to resolve problems within total 
available acquisition funding of the program 
involved , 
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Disadvantages: OMB/Congressionai visibility occurs after 
the fact* 

Could jeopardize current appropriation 
w and authorization process. 

* Could jeopardize current reprograiraninq 

arrangements with Congress. 

Kay be destabilizing. 



Action Required t ASD(C) , workinq with the General Counsel, 
0MB and Congress establish procedures for DoD approval of the 
transfer of funds in a given fiscal year from Procurement to RDTfiE 
for an Individual weapon system when the Secretary of Defense 
determines tKat it is in the National Interest to do so. 

Approved: ' ^^^"^ 

Idea Meeds More Development: 

I N'^ed More Information: 
Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 16 
CONTRACTOR INCENTIVES TO IMPROVE RELI ABILITY AND SUPPORT 



Industry has said that even though there ,is recently more atten- 
tion paid to "support" in boD solicitations, there is a widespread 
belief that performance arrd schedule are DoD's principal objec- 
tives. There is a need for industry to apply more of their design 
talents to reducing reliability and support problems. Beyond 
this a need to improve the identification and specification of 
maintenance manpower constraints and for industry to include 
these constraints in the designs. 

Recommendation ; Acquisition strategies should identify the 
approaches to incentivize contractor attainment of reliability 
and maintainability -(R&M) . goals and reduce maintenance manpower 
and skill levels. These should include the approach taken in 
the R^P evaluation, as well as specific awards, incentives and 
guarantees, such as specific rewards for improving reliability. 
The Services should develop greater expertise in support related 
contractor incentives through analysis of experience gained on 
DoD programs. 

Improvements should be developed in the method of projecting 
critical maintenance manpower skill limitations and translating 
these into design constraints and objectives for inclusion in 
RFPs an8 specifications. 

Advantages : Improves reliability and support. Reduces 
maintenance manpower requirements. 

Disadvantages : Incentive* other . than competition require 
additional funds. 

Actl'^^n Required ; USDRE working with the Services, develop 
guidelines to include the approaches to incentivize contractors 
to improve support within 60 days, followed by a USDRE and 
Service evaluation of incentives within the next year. 

USDRE develop with the Services, within one year, improved 
approaches to translate maintenance manpower skill projections 
into system design objectives. 

• Approved: W'^^ — 

Idea Needs Morel novel nnmentt 

I Need More Information: 

Disapproved : . 
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Recommendation 1^ 
DECPEASE D3mC BRIEFING AND DATA REQUIREMENTS 



Durinq recent years there has been a growinq tendency to 
centralize the decision process within the DoD. This practice 
has multiplied throughout the numerous levels .of authority in 
each of the Services, and has complicated the review process. 
This practice has, ii and of itself, lengthened the acquisition 
cycle; created cost increases due to delays in decisions; con- 
fused the authority, responsibility and accountability of the 
designated Services Managers; and has stifled innovation which 
could -produce program improvements leadirtg to cost savings. 
The principle of decentralization should be applied to acquisition 
management. 

Reco mmendation! Emphasize the requirement to achieve 
appropriate delegation of responsibi lity author ity and accounta- 
bility to and within each Service for system acquisition to 
reduce the time and effort required for DSARC and Service major 
system re^^i'ews . 

Advantages: Reduced system cost and shorter acquisition 
cycles. . Mori efficient reporting' by and within the Services, 
More streamlined program management. More efficient DSARC 
and other program reviews. Potential elimination of layerea 
management resulting in lean organizations. 

Disa dvantages ! Some risk of losing a thorough functional 
analysis ©rthe system^because of the elimination of more detailed 
reviews. 

Action Required: USDRE make explicit the changed character 
an^ t he reduce3 numbe r of briefings and data for the DSARC review. 

Approved : 

Idea Needs' More Development: ______ 

i Need More Information: 

Disapprove: 
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Recommendation IB 
BUPGETINC WEAl>ONS SYSTEMS FOR INFLATION 



Historically, inflation predictions have been lesser 
than the actual inflation that come to pass. ■ The situation 
has been roost severe in major weapon programs that spend out 
slowly and extend into those years when inflation estimates 
have been poorest. The result is that unpredicted inflation 
has cut heavily into real program by as much as S6 or $7 
billion a year. In a'ddition to the serious underfunding of 
major weapon and other purchases, DoD.'ia charged with poor 
management because of the amounts of cost growth in current 
dollars appearing in reports and in the process. 



Recommendation ; Review various methyls and alternatives 
for budgeting more realistically for inflation. 



issue 



• Required Action ; Comptroller and PftfrE develop in more 
detail the various alternatives addressing the inflation is 
as related to planning and budgeting for major acquisition 
programs and provide a decision paper to the Deputy Secretary 
of D«fv»»e within 30 days; discuss draft options with 0MB and 
appropriate Congressional staff. 



Approved ; 

Idea Needs More Development 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved: 
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Hccommnndation 19 



FORECASTING OF BUSINESS DA5E CONDITION AT 
MAJOR DEFENSE PLANTS 



The business base at key defense plants is not adequately- 
considered in DoD program development. Cross-Service impacts and 
the effects of non-DoD work distorts business base projections and 
seriously increases overhead costs. This has caused larqe cost 
gr^th for certain weapons systems. Too little consideration is 
giv^n to this factor in DoO planning and decision-making. 



Recommendation : The Services will increase the effort to co- 
ord inatc""proq7ammTn^ information that affects other Service over- 
head costs at given defense plants. Program offices will provide 
program projections to plant representatives so that overall 
business projections can bn made available to the Services for 
planning and budgeting. 

Advantages ; Better cost cntimatos and lower cont to the 
gov«rnm«nti — Prov-i^Jes-more realistic costs and stability. 

Aptlon Required ; Contract Administration functions will be 
directed to maintain a business base projection, and government 
offices will be directed to support this effort and uti lize . these 
data in planning and budgeting. The OSD Cost Analysis Improvement 
Group (CAIG) will maintain a data exchange for the Services to 
assist in improved forecasting. 



Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More information: 
Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 20 



IMPROVE THE SQpRCE SELECTION PROCESS 



Some DoD competitively-selected contractors have performed 
poorly. In some instances, source selection criteria do not 
sufficiently take into account past performance or plans for 
future phases of a program. Also, the credibility and realism, 
of contractor cost proposals are not always challtnged. 

Recommendation ; Improve the source selection process to 
place added emphasis on past performance, schedule realism, 
f acilitization plans and cost credibility. De-emphasize the 
importance of lowest proposed cost. Devote more attention to 
evaluating contractors' performance during and at the time of 
contract completion. Provide award fee contract structure to 
encourage good performance. This both provides an incentive 
for good performance, and a measure of contractor performance 
to be used in future source evaluations. Establish quality 
ratings where possible and ensure these past performance rating 
are available for use by source* selection personnel. 

Advantages ! Eliminate poor performers., eliminate proposal 
that are unrcalistically priced, thereby reducing the risk of 



Disadvantages ; May limit competition. Will be difficult to • 
implement and apply fairly. 

Action Required : USDRE modify the source selection directive 
DoDD 410^.^2, to^ emphasize the objectives stated above. USDRE 
establish a DoD system for recording, documenting and sharing 
contractor performance. 



buy* ins. 



Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 
I Need More Information: 
Disapproved : 




4 
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Recommendation 21 
DEVELOP AND USE STANDARD OPERATIONAL AND SUPPOBT SYSTEMS 



New subsystems and support systems are developed that are 
peculiar to specific weapon systems, yet have many performance 
features in common with other systems. Use of standard, off- 
the-shelf subsystems and/or. support systems for some of the long 
lead time items can reduce development time. 

Recommendation: Identify and develop standard subsystems 
and support systems or their technology (independent of weapon 
systems) to meet projected weapon system needs. Support a 
program of weapon support RiD to put diagnostic, repair, and 
logistic technology on the shelf. 

Advantages ; Harlicr deployment with lower risk. Enhanced 
silpportability . Reduction in operating costs. 

4 

Disadvantages ; Standard systems or technology may not tfe 
best match for the weapon system needs. Requires increased'' 
funding to implement. Could be overemphasized. 

Action Required : USDRE working with the Services submits 
a proposed program for FY- 82 and beyond within six months. 

Approved : 

Idea Needs More Development: 

I Need More information: 

Disapproved: 
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Recommendation 2 2 
PROVIDE HOPE APPROPRIATE DESIGN TO COST HQALS 



Design to Cost (DTC) fee awards are made as a result of 
paper analysis. There is little or ^no tie to actual costs in 
production. DTC incentive fees and awards are payable during 
and at the conclusion of Full-scale Development. Award is based 
.on the forecasted average cost for the produqtion quantity. 

Recommendation ; Provide appropriate incentives to industry 
by associating fee awards to actual costs achieved during the 
early production runs. 

Advantages: ' Ties award to "real" achievement. Makes DTC 
meaningful. - 

Disadvantages ! Changes in program (rates, quantity, in- 
flat iorTTetcTJ complicate .analysis of results. Longer time 
between DTC^ffort and award payment. 

Action Required ; Insure program managers and contracting 
officers develop contract terms and procedures to provide for 
the payment of Design to Cost (DTC) awards and incentives based 
upon costs actually achieved during early production runs. Base 
payments on demonstration that initial costs are on track with 
DTC goal for total forecasted production. 

Approved! 

Idea Needs More Development: ' 

I Need More Information: 

Disapprove: 
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Recommendation 2 3 
ASSURE IMPLEMENTATION OF ACQUISITION PROCESS DECISIONS 



• The acquisition process has been studied many times by mnny 
organizations.* Most of the recommendations presented here have been 
made before. However* few of these recommendations have-been imple- 
mented: Congress, GAO, 0MB, OFPP, industry, and OSD have continu- 
ously criticized the Services for not following DODD 5000.1 and DODI 
5000.2. A recent Navy acquisition study reviewed the implementation 
status of past acquisition process studies and found that of 50 
recurrent recommendations, some progress is perceived to. have occur- 
red in 29 and almost no progress is perceived to have occurred in 
the remainder. 

A difficulty with implementing recommendations regarding the 
acquisition process is the great number of players involved to make 
implementation succeed. This requires persistent, intensive, fol- 
low-up effort to .make sure that the recommendations really do take 
hold. The most common reason for non-implementation is simply that 
relentless, acticafcon the part of top management ^s not taken to 
insure that recommendations are, indeed, implcmcn^d. OSD has, in 
the past, focused a great amount of management attention on policy, 
development and resolution. However, OSD has not monitored imple- 
mentation of the policies on a program basis. ♦ 

Since potential decisions could lead to major changes to the 
process and even to DoD organizations and their roles, it will be 
difficult for the existing DoD organizations to execute changes 
without high level attention by the SecDef and DepSecDef. Elimina- 
tion of the complexity inherent in the current process is masked 
unless the many different types of changes are considered in terms 
of the aggregate administrative an* reporting load generated. 

A fundamental, determination which is required for each decision 
is whether implementation should reflect centralized control under. 
OSD or decentralization to the Services. In selected areas a uni- 
formity of action across Services may be desired. 

Recommendation t Ensure that a determined management translates 
approved recommendations into implementable direction and] fixes 
responsibility so that management has visibility of the afctions 
taKen. ^ ) 

Advantages ; This plan will not succeed without a well planned, 
intensive, high visibility, relentless implementation phase. With- 
out this effort, this report will degenerate into another study. 

Dis advantages : Implementation will require a priority and 
time commitment from all levels of management ranging from the. . 
SecDef to the Program Manager for a number of years. 

Action Re quired ; a. Assign overall responsibility to USDRE 
for monitoring and £ollow-up of all decisions made in this report. 

b. USDRE will assign a prime responsibility 
for action on every recommendation and decision in this report. In 
qen^rak, these assignments have been specif led under the Action 
Required- sections; however, in Certain cases specific action res- 
porfsibilities will be defined in the immediate future. 
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c OSDRE should consider utillzinq a workinq 
group containing OSO and'service representatives to assist in imple- 
mentation. 

d USDRE should consider utilizing a number 
of creative techniques to translate the intent of these recommenda- 
?fnnrto all levels This could include formal training sessions, 
con^ereScSi! iid:o%aped training films, articles, and policy letters 

e Both the SecDef and the DepSecDef must 
1 ^ i . Interest in ensuring that the changes are imple- 

««i^^d t^af^erf is conUnuo^ improve the acquisition 

mented, t^«^.^^^f_;2c reviews take place, and that all Services and 
glS^rt^ff'S: i^drSwire'orthe Secoe? priority interest on this 
subject. 

Approved : — (/ - T\ ^ 

Idea Needs More Development: 

Need More information: ' 

. Disapproved: • . 
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^ MAJOR ISSUES FOR OnCISIOM 

This section presents for decision the major issues identi- 
fied in the Defense Systems Acquisition Review. 



A. Issue 



: WHAT SHOULD BE THE SECDEF (DSARC) DECISION HILEST0ME3? 

The current process provides four discrete SecDef decision . 
points. All of the alternatives discussed below «tain the 
current- "milestone" process structure J^^^i^""^' 
tives either de-emphasize or reduce the number of formal OSD 
level milestone reviews and SecDef decisions. Under some 
alternatives certain milestone reviews are delegated to the 
le^vice secretaries. The Secretary of Defense .<i«i«i°" ^J^- 
itv and acquisition policy responsibilities are maintained and 
exercised throuqh the PPBS process and/or by invoking explicit 
daapproval"of proposed Service program acquisition decisions 
ai any stage in^he cycle. There are four alternatives shown 
schematically on page 

Alternative One (Page D-ll) reduces ^he current four dis^^ 
SecDef decision milestones to three (with flexibility tor oniy 
two) by altering Milestone Zero. 

Milestone Zero SecDef review and decision's accomplished through 
the InnSal Planning, Programming and BudgAing System. (PPBS) . - 

Although Milestone I is retained, a SecDef i^^^^^^^jj^, i^^;!; 
-erally be necessary only when a program requires a significant 
prototype (Advanced Development) phase. When held, Milestone I 
documentation would be reduced. 

Milestone II and III reviews would continue to be conducted by 
the SsaSc witSfinal approval action by the SecDef P^^"^^ 
or post-Milestone III reviews deemed necessary would be held at 
^he service level except under unusual circumstances. 

- pro* - Reduced administrative burden. 

- Increased flexibility • 

- initial development program reviews ana 
decisions are speeded. 

. Con: - May be perceived as a lessining bf Si^cDef 
control. 

Alter native Twb (Page D-16) reduces the number of formal SecDef 
DSARC reviews to Milestones II and III. 

Milestone 0 would be reviewed by OSD during PPBS as^in 
Alternative One above. 

Milestone I would be delegated to the Service Secretaries, 
ciinof^uthomv and oversight is maintained through notifica- 
t!on of Se^^ice^decisions with veto/disapproval authority if 
necessary. 
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Milestonea II and III receive a full DSARC review and DSARC approval. 

- Pro: • - Further delegation of, program reoponsibility and 

reduction in administrative burden. 

- Front-end process is speeded as in Alternative One. 

- Con: - Further reduction in SecDef control over acquisi- 

tion of major programs at front-end; may restrict 
SecDef ability to redirect due to program momentum. 

- May not be considered proper implementation of 
>-A-109 with regard to Milestone I (A-109 requires 

\ SecDef to retain decision authority at the four • 
Milestone Decisions). 

Alternativ e Three (Page D-19) reduces the SecDef decision mile- 
s tones to two, but ensures full SocDcf involvement in ma:)or program 
initiation, and improved program definition for program qo-ahead. 
The first decision. point, "Requirements Validation: (equivalent 
to combination of Zero and One), serves as a full DSARC/SecDef 
review and approval of major program initiation including threat, 
weapons concept, risk and schedule, readiness, and 
goals. At this point a specific "not-to-exceed" dollar threshold 
is establishoi-which sets the funding to. carry the program through 
concept V^rftiation and early Full-Scale Development ^^^^V^^P 
the second decision point, "Full-Scale Development ^^^^ Production. 
The goals to* be afchi.eved by, and the timing of the second SecDef 
deci^aion .point are defined at the first decision point. 

The Program Go-Ahead, second SecDef decision point, occurs some- 
what later than Milestone ir in a "normal" program sc^ecule, and 
itris selected to coincide with Preliminary Design Review. SecDef 
retains source veto/disapproval of a Service proposed action and 
program plans which shall include Full-Scale Development and Pro- 
duction, the program plan for Test and Evaluation. Support and 
Readiness, and the total acquisition strategy. 

The production program review is delegated to the Service Secretary 
if thHe are no ma jor changes to the program approved at the second 
decision point by the SecDef. 

- Pro: - The administrative burden is reduced by fewer 

OSD level reviews. , , ^ 

« The review levels are lin)ced more closely to 
major expenditure increases. 

- Program commitment is delayed until program - 
technical, performance and cost factors are 
more accurately determined. 

- Provides more efficient transition between 
development- and production. 

- con: - Same Cons as above; in addition the divergence 

from A-109 language is more acute. 

- No separate SecDef production decision required. 
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Al tarnative Four (Page D-24) eliminates all SecDef decision 
milestones and delegates total program review responsibility, 
to the Service Secretaries. The DSARC could be invoiced at 
SecDef discretion but generally the SecDef would exercise con- 
trol and decision authority on a by-exception veto/disapproval 
basis. Milestone Zero would be conducted through the PPBS 
process as described^ earlier. 

- Pros - This alternative goes the furthest toward 

decentralization and reduction in adminis- 
trative burden. 

- Con: - SecDef direct control of major acquisitions is 

substantially reduced. Perceived violation of 
the intent of A- 10 9 as regards agency- head 
^ responsibility. 

Action : USDPE revise DoD Directives 5000.1/2 appropriate to 
alternative selected. 

Decision : 

Current: (Pour SecDef Milestone Decisions) 

Alternative 1: (Three SecDef Milestone Decisions) 

Alternative 2t (Two- SecDef Milestone Decisions) 

Alternative 2f (Two SecDef Milestone Decisions) 

Alternative 4i (Zero SecDef Milestone Decisions) 

ACQUISITION PROCESS ALTERNATIVES' 



* 



=4 



i 



Ml 
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B. Issue ; SHOULD MENS BE ELIMINATED/ REVISED?. 

Problem ; The Mission Element Need Statement fMENS) ia an 
internal DoD document used to support the SecOef decision at 
Milestone 0. The MENS i% required by DoO implementation of 
0MB Circular A- 109 (1976) requirements to state needs in terms 
of mission and that SecOef should certify the need. The MENS 
was to be 5 pages or less.* In practice staffing has increased 
and detailed justification information often requested by OSD 
has contributed directly to perceptions of growth in the * 
"front end" of the acquisition, cycle. There are 30 MENS 
currently approved. 

Alternative One would require submission of the MENS (shortened 
#or as currently required) no later than with the Service POM 
thus' linking the acquisition and PPBS process. SecDef approval 
of MENS would be by accepting POM in the absence of specific 
disapproval. 

Pros - Consistent with reduced SecDef review options. 
- Better integration of acquisition and PPBS 
processes as "new starts'* would be reviewed 
in the context of the full Service/OoD budge.t 
formulation process. . . 

• SecDef decision authority retained, but 

exercised by exception in .the budget process. 

r" * - ' 

- Con: - Some reduction in SecDef visibility and , 

' influence over preliminary program plans. 

Alternative fwo would eliminate MENS document entirely; 
Congressional •Descriptive Summary (and other POM documenta-. 
tion already required) %rould document Milestone 0« 

Pro: - Reduced paperwork, simplified program 
documentation. 

* 

- Cent - MENS has been given considerable visilsility 

in OFPP; 0MB, and GAO, could be viewed as 
circumvention of A-109 though MENS not 
specifically required by A- 109 . 

« 

Action Requited : USDRE revise DoD Directive 5000.1/DoD 
Instruction 5000.2 appropriate for alternative selected. 

Decision s 

Alternative 1 
Alternative 2 
I Need More Information 
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C Issue: SHOULD DSARC MEMBERSHIP BE REVISED? 

Problem: Service Secretaries. have statutory responsibility for 
the execution of . contractual and financial responsibilities for 
their departments, yet they are not voting members of the DSARC. 
Service Chiefs also have no vote although they will be respon- 
sible for developing and operating the systems under consideration. 

A lternative One would maintain current membership. {USDRE, 
Chairmant USDP; ASDfC); ASD(MRAiL); ASD(PA&E); Chairman* JCS; 
plus others in special cases). 

- Pro: - Retains DSARC as a SecDef staff advisory council. 

- Con: - Could place the DSARC in a position *of recommend- 

ing a position that is contradictory to that of 
the Service line executive responsible to the 
SecDef without explicitly reflecting the Service 
position. • 

Alternative Two would include the appropriate Service Secretary 
or Service Chief as full members of DSARC. " 

- Pro: - Provide SecDef with a broader advisory council. 

- Reduces adversary nature of current procedure. 

- Con: - Reduce the independence of the DSARC aj^SD 

advisor to SecOef. 

- Increases the size 'of the DSARC. 



Action Required ! USDRE revision of DoD Instruction 3000.2 
required. 

Decision t 

Alternative 1 



Alternative 2 
I Need More Information 
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D. Issue ; WHO SHOULD BE TIIL DEFrNflF ACQUISITION EXECUXr'E (DAE)? 

Problem ; Current policy rc'iuires that a DAE be designated by 
the SecDef to be the principal advisor and staff assistant tor 
the acquisition of defense systems and equipment. The USDRE is. 
designated the DAE. However; the scope of the function en- 
compasses procurement of material to support and sustain the 
force. There is continuing competition between modernization 
readiness, maintenance of forces and sustainability . The USDRF . 
has primary staff responsibility for force modernization efforts 
of DoD. 

Alternative O ne would retain USDRE as the DAE. 

The USDRE is clearly the OSD executive with the 
greatest technical knowledge and systems develo- 
opment expertise. 

Primary USDRE responsibility is developing 
weapon systems as opposed to operating, main- 
taining, or supporting the military force. 
■- The effort to rationalize and fund competing 
programs suffers because USDRE could be an 
R&D proponent himself. 

Alt ernative Two would designate DepSecDef as DAE. 
— — 

- Pro: - Improved balance between modernizing and oper- 
ating the force* and a more coherent defense 
program could result from having DepSecDef 
chair both the DRB and the DSARC. 



Pro: 



- Con 



- Con : 



Decision: 



Increases the level of DepSecDef involvement in 
the acquisition process. USDRE is the OSD 
technical and system development expert. 



Alternative 1 
Alternative 2 
I Meed More information 
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E. Issue : VfflAT SHOULD BE THE CPITF.RION fOR SYSTEMS PI-VTF.WED DY 
DSARC? 

Problem ; Currently, there are 'over 50 major programs dcni^natcd 
Cor DSARC review. Althouqh dollar thresholds (currently SIOOM 
RDT4E or $500M procurement in FY 1980 S) are "guidelines," they 
are generally the rule of thumb used -to select major programs. 
Major program designation is derive^i by subjective judgment based 
upon joint Service paiwicipat ion , estimated funding, manpower and 
support requirement's, risk, politics, and otYier Secretary of 
Defense interests>-^ 



Alternative One would continue present sysiem. ' 

Pro: - The current system allows flexibility in 

designation, and does not force uncontent ious 
programs to become major strictly because of 
large investment. ^ 

' 4 • 

Cons - The largely subjective criteria causes un- 
certainty, and may be susceptible .to an 
arbitrary designation. 

Alternative Two increases dollar guidelines for major system 
designation to $200N RDTfiE and $1B procurement in FY 80 $. 

- Pro: - The number of Service -DSARCs and DSARC would 

be reduced approximately 25% while still 
insuring review of the most expensive major 
^ systems." 

- Uncertainty and the opportunity for arbitrary, 
unnecessary designation are reduced. 

- Con:' - Reduces number of major systems of significant 

investment not reviewed at Secretary of 
De'fense level. 

Action Required : USDRE revise DoD Directive 5000.1/DoD 
instruction dOOO.2 if Alternative Two is adopted. 



Decision : 



Alternative 1. 
Alternative 2 
I Need More Information 
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F. issue : HOW SHOULD THE DSARC/PPRS DECISION BE INTEflPATHD? 

Problem: It has been t^e perception that a DHARC endorsement 
and subsequent SocDef approval commits the SeCDef /Service to 
fund the program as approved. This has led to confusion as 
program status and stability. The DSARC process reviews sinqin 
proqrams at significant nilestnnes to determine readiness to 
proceed to the next phase. It is riot feasible in that context 
to assess the financing of a major program vis a vis othet 
Defense requirements. In contrast, the PPBS addresses a;i 
programs within a resource allocation framework without an 
in-depth review of technical issues and program structure. 
This "disconnect," the lack of explicit resource commitment 
Concluding support and manpower) resulting from a successful 
DSARC review and subsequent SecDcf approval, is frequently cited 
as a flaw in the acquisition process. 

Alternative One continues present practice. 

- Pro:- - Allows funding decisions during POM/budget 

development. 

- Con: - Fosters program instabilities when • DSARC program 

is not supported in PPBS cycle. 
- May void contract with industry. 

Alternativ e Two resolves the interface problems by providing that 
programs review ed by the DSARC will be accompanied by assurance 
that sufficient agreed to resources are in the FYDP and EPA or 
can be prograinmed to execute the program as recommended. dsarc 
review would certify the program ready to proceed to the next 
acquisition stage. ACfordability in the aggregate would be a 
function of the pPBS process. 

- Pro: - This would lead to DSARC endorsement of fiscally 

executable programs and fosters program 
stability through resource commitment. , 

- Con: - Funding constraints may be set without regard. to 

technical issues. 

Altern ative Three has the DRB assume the functions of the DSARC. 
This also makes DepSecDef the Acquisition Executive. 

Pro: - Decisions made by single body; no need to 
tevisit in ahother forum. 
- Forges a closer linkage between the acquisition 
process and the PPBS. 

- con: - Current DRP membership not optimal for technical 
program reviews. 
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Action Required! Alternative 2--DAF: enforce current DoD 
Directive 5000.1 af f ordability policy and USDRE reviae 5000.1 
to strengthen policy and eliminate confusion. 

Alternative 3 — USDRE revise DoD Directive 
5a00,l/DcJD Instruction 5000.2 to reflect changes in role and 
membership of ORB. 



Decision; 



Alternative 1 
Alternative 2 
Alternative 3 
I Need More Information 
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a. InSUOt PFOCPAM MMJAr.KR CONTBOL OVEP LOGISTICS AND SUPPOf^T 
RESOURCES 

Problem:. Three proqramrninq and budqotinq problems are 'lisin- 
centives for proqram manaqers to provide system support jnd 
readiness. 

1. Support proqram and budget requirements are based on 
experience related measures (unrelated to readiness) instead 
of a system's support requirements and readiness factors. 

2. Budget review by appropriation cateqories. The fieldinq 
of a weapons system involves several appropriations: R&D, 
procurement, military construction, operation and maintenance 
and military personnel. Normally budqet decisions in these 
accounts occur without visibility of the impact on individual 
system's support or readiness. 

3. " Budqet execution. Some weapon support funds (spares, 
training, defjot) are controlled by Service activities not 
responsible to thc^ proqram manager. Sometimes priorities do 
not match the proq%am manager ' s' and funds are diverted to fund, 
other requirements. 

The Program Manager may not know of or participate in PPBS 
decisions which impact on his system's support. Once decisions 
are made oi/his system's support, they may be altered by an- 
othpr activity during budqet execution.. This^is particularly 
critical early in FSED as well as durinq the transition to pro- 
duction when large initial support resources are spent. At any 
given time, there would be an estimated 15-20 weapons total 
involved in transition. Procurement of spares with contracts 
separate from the system production contract increases spares 
costs. 

OPTIONS: Alternatives .2 and 3 below would apply to selected 
weapon systems, those nearing production or in early production 
115-20 systems). A two year trial is recommended for the 
selected alternative. 

Alternative One would continue present management system (use 
traditionaVexperience related measures to review system support 
program and budget requirements; review budget by appropriation 
categories. 

_ Pro: - No cost, of *change. 

- Con: - Disincentives for program manager to provide 

"system support readiness remain. Budget review 
and budget execution problems are not addressed.. 
- Little program manager input to support budget 
execution. 
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Alternative Two would have Services submit with the POM support 
resource requirements and readiness objectives, by weapon system, 
for systems entering/or in early production. Direct OSD to have 
a eingle review of, support associated with individual systems. 

Pro ; 

Gives more PPBS visibility of the combined effects of ma; or 
' support decisions on readiness objectives. 

Removes PPBS disincentives by reducing independent budget/ 
PPBS decisions without visibility of effect on program as a 
whole. 

Would move in the direction of a more mission oriented budget 
decision process. ^ 

Con: . 

Some extra work for the reviewers. 

Alternative Three is the same as two but would additionally de- 
velop procedures to give the PM more control of support resources, 
funding and execution. Services would develop implementing 
approaches to deal with the problems identified on this issue. • 
The basic option should give the Program Manager a voice in support 
resource allocation and budget execution process through in- 
creased and centralized resource visibility and coordination by 
the PM on changes to his plans. 

Pro: 

Giving the Program Manager a voice (or coordination) in major 
support resource decisions for his program would improve re- 
sponsibility. 

Con t 

A moderate step requires procedural changes and may or' may not 
be effective. More direct control of many resources would un- 
balance the overall use of logistic resources by the Service. 

Action Re quired ; ASD(MRA6L) letter to Services stating objectives 
to give more incentives to Vm. ASDiMRAfcL) would work with the 
Services to define and evaluate implementing options. Initial 
letter can be prepared within 30 days. 

Decision ; Alternative 1 

■ Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 yCX' 
I Need More Information 
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n. Issue; IMPROVING RELIABILITY AND SUPPORT FOR SHORTENKD* 
ACQUISITION CYCLE 



Problem; In response to serious readiness and reliabiiiLy prob- 
lems^ in many rff the systems we now operate, there have been 
increases in Service and 05D efforts to define reliability and 
support objectives and to demonstrate their accomplishment prior 
to major production commitment. Reeent acquisition policies 
include this increased emphasis. 

The new focus on shortening the development process is poten- 
tially in conflict with initiatives to improve reliability and 
support. Whereas the fastest acquisition approach involves 
initiating production prior to test of development models, the 
highest confidence of achieving reliability and other support 
goals in fielded hardware - involves iterative design and testing 
before high rate production. A balance must be struck on each 
program. Many of the serious problems in current systems 
result from rtot striking the correct balance. 

For those systems which are run on a fast track, there are re- 
quirements for additional early funding tb design in reliability 
and support characteristics - inriuding the need to pay this 
price in parallel or competing developments. Additional in-house 
talent must be brought to bear, and industry incentives need to 
be applied to avoid previously experienced support problems. 

Because of the relative priority of reliability and support 
efforts compared to performance objedtives, and the current 
shortage of in-house talent to address these problems, specific 
top management- attention, priority and stress on support re- 
sources is needed. 

Alternative One modifies the current acquisition procedures to • 
require a specific early decision (circa Milestone 1 on many 
programs) on the approach, additional resources and incentives 
which will be used to balance the risks in the reliability and 
support area' on each program. The vehicle for decision can be 
an acquisition strategy prepared by the Program Manager. This 
should include kn option which goes as far as possible in extra 
efforts (design, parallel testing, contractual) to increase the 
likelihood of achievement of support objectives on concurrent 
programs. 

_ Pro; - Earl^ decision on degree of concurrency sets in 
motion long lead steps to reduce support risks. 
^ -"^'Rfesults in conscious decision to balance all the 
fi -objectives in the light of Service and DoD 
priorities. 

' - Gets additional early resource needs considered. 
- Provides clear support objectives to PM. 
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- Con : 



Will reauire more up-front funds, will be 
vieied Sy some .s addressing »"PP<J^^,^?°/"'^- 
- Additional responsibility for PM . (but the 
clear decisions may be helpful). 

^i^ernativ^ shifts more of the " I„^:^i,ty'''' 

and support problems «'<P«"""^„^^3*^:t^t lnd Incorporation of 
if^r-'ReXr-ron-L^rrtr^crtr^c^trs^p^^t whil^ probX„« 
are belnq fixed 

- : Sat" prog^n.- manager freer to maKe the 

trade-offs without Service involvement, 
con- - Requires more funds to fix later. Historlcally- 
" difficult to get funds for major flxes^ Le" 

likelihood of avoidinq support P^°^.]l'^.-^ 
- congress will crltici.e the early fielding 
problems . 

.....n Required i"/""'^'":^ tup~iro;t'ions"?o''the""" 
quidance 'SSing early^8..s»ment of support^o 

current procedures. This <=°"J° request the Services 



naeiaionx 



Alternative 1 , 

' Alternative 2 , 

I Need More Inforination 
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